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A decision in personam imposes a responsibility or liability on a person directly and binds such individual personally with 
regard to every property he or she possesses, even that over which the court has no jurisdiction in rem and which its decision 
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cannot directly affect.! The alternative to personal jurisdiction is in rem jurisdiction or quasi in rem jurisdiction; this form of 
jurisdiction is concerned with the relationship between the defendant and the state with respect to specific property,” and is 
dependent upon the court's control or power over the res;> the court must have actual or constructive possession of the subject 
of the suit in order to proceed with the cause.’ In rem jurisdiction is a court's power to adjudicate the rights to a given piece 


of property, including the power to seize and hold it.” Because a proceeding in rem is an action against the property itself, the 
court is not required to acquire in personam jurisdiction over a landowner as a prerequisite to a valid court action; instead, the 


purpose of service of the summons and complaint upon the landowner is only to provide notice and an opportunity to be heard.° 
The in rem proceeding affects specific property within the jurisdiction of the court and does not adjudicate any personal claim 


or personal liability, meaning personal service is unnecessary for a court to obtain personal jurisdiction in such a proceeding.’ 


An action in rem is considered to be taken directly against the property® or to enforce a right in the thing itself.’ Jurisdiction 
over a foreign or domestic estate is typically based on in rem jurisdiction theories.!° A judgment in rem affects the interests 
of all persons in the property in question. |! 
A state's courts do not have in rem or quasi in rem jurisdiction over foreign property. | A decision in rem can be rendered by 


a state court only with reference to a res situated in the state. a 


A decision in personam can be rendered by the court of a state with regard to a res which is not situated within the state if the 
decision merely obliges a person subject to its jurisdiction in personam to dispose of the res or to refrain from disposing of 


it, in the manner prescribed by the decision.'* When a court has personal jurisdiction over the parties to a case, the court has 


jurisdiction to adjudicate the parties' interests in real property, even if the property is not located in that state. 5 Thus, jurisdiction 
in personam is a sufficient basis for a decision of a court ordering the defendant to convey an interest in land located outside 


the territorial ambit of the court's jurisdiction. 16 
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As to the territorial limits of jurisdiction, see § 100. 
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